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ABSTBACT * . , - 

' ' Demandig for better diffusion of social stud^ies 

instructional materials beca.Be vi4espiead in the 1960s and early 
1970s«- The^e demands vera largely in response tc teasers* curiosity 
about the vast, quantities of neir social studies, materials; Vo 
curriculum .developers^ desire* that their materials be adapted; and to 
the i^ub lie. insistence ^ the best results Icr every cdu'cationa^l 
dollar* A vide variety of models responded to this^need for - 
4iffusionv Among, these mode'Jbs, four are particularly, important. The 
first, fhe Besearch,. Development, and liffusipn model (i, D & D) is 
iJ^ed upon a system of role specialiaatioif in vhich developers design 
»azm test innovations vhile diffusion specialists dem^cnstrate and 
disseminate the innovation. B, D 8 0 diffusion projects are cola^ucted 
by professionals, nateriaiLs based, and often veil financed. A second 
model, t^e Social' Xnteractiqn model (S-I) emphasizes the informal 
social net v.orks thrchi^h irhich information flovs-^sm^h as state social 
studies councils. A major advantage of this model is .that it.>stresses' 
face-to- face, contact at the local level. A t.hii^d model, the Problem 
Solver (P*S) , focuses upon serving user needs. Ihe client .centered 
focus of ^he PrS model typically results in a high -degree cf local ' 
commf€ment to instructional change efforts. The fourth models Linkage 
Prbcess, emphasizes the process ^hereby users interact vith resource 
systems. This model is characterized by a tmo-vay flcv cf information 
and is, generally, the most adaptfible . tc a vide range of 'situations. * 
(Author/DB) , - 
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SPREADING TfflE WORp: IMPIEMENTING ALTERNATIVE APPRO/iCHES 
IN TH^ DIFFUSION OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS 
An Overview 



Growing Interest in Diffusion 

If Journal articles, sessions at .professional meetings, and research 
studies, are taken as indicators the interest ia^the diffusion of educa- - 
tional .innovations has grown rapj^ly during the pa5t five years This $ 
increasing attention is perhaps best explained b'y^-a-eet of events which 

occurred in the broader educational scene over the previous decade. 

i - , * * ^ 

Actions of the federal government partly account for the rising % 

interest in diffusion. The National Science Foundation and the U. S. ' 

Office of Education made substantial investments in curriculiim development 

projects in the 196o;s and early 1970'sl The , next logical step was the 

diffusion* of those' innovations . Thus USOE and the Ford Foundation sup- ' 

port^ed^ programs to train field agents,^ information* specialists ,^ and / 

change agents; people who weire prepared to make change 'hap{)en. Among / 

other skills,, such pefSbns were taught to use the .storage and retrieval 

capability of the fH^IC centers which uSOE had established! In 197^5 

using funds available in ESEA Title III, the National Diffusion lietwor^c 

and, the Dissemination Review Panel were, established. The DRP,/which 

later^became the Joint Di^emination Review Panel when NIE 'representation 

* * ' / * 

was added*, served as a quality control group whose function it; was to 'see 
/ ' ■ * - • ^ • ^ ^ ^ , ; \' 

ttiat^only "proven" programs and materials were disseminated.^ The, NDN 



provided an information source for state facilitators and iState informat 



ion 



r 



^ ' . : • ■ ^ 

specialists. Teacher institutes designed to raise the level .of awarenfsc 
of innovations were funded by both the National Science- Foundation and* 
•through Title XI of the National Defense^ Education Act. Teachers and' 
administrators by zhe hundred^ent back^tio school to- learn about "new" 
math, "new" science; and "new" social studies, 'An underlying assumption 
of all these activities seemed to be -that if one had invested in^ the . 
development 'of curriculum materials then it was r^asopable to spend an 
additional .ajnount of money to insure that potential usersjwere ^war.e of 
those innovations/ - r . ' • . ' 

As the decade of the 1960*b drew to a close another set of forces v 

, . - \. . • ; , •• ; . . . 

which were to •produce their own impact on diffusion efforts were also, 

at work. Student unrest was widespread. A combination' of increasing 

^ school costs, declining erarollments , and declining test 'scores all worked 

to generate public demands for the .schools to be accountable. When ''^j^ . ^ * 

^ • ^' 

Education was ^ '^bargin" few car#d if it produced results, but with, costs. , • 
risdng-'sharply the public demanded to know what it was getting for its • ^. ^ 
' educational dollar. Educators found it important to know if -there were^. - j.^ ^ 
innovations- which could help them in their "timfe of need". Thus -potential ' ■ ^ 

, ' ; 

users joined curriculum developers in pressing for the wider dissemination . 
Of educational innovatipns. . . ' ' / ' 

, _ .10** 

Spreading the Word; Searching for the Best Solution ', 

' As the' need for the diffusion of 'information became increasingly • 
^apparent a jwidO'ariet^ of diffusion models -^was ^mploy^d. Some diffusion 



people became advocates of specific methbds while others approaclied the 
task much like a campaign manager, i.e ., j5hey -tried a little of every- 
thing. What -diffusers tried defended upon a number of things. The 'very 
nature of'tjie innovations themselves called for different diffusion 
strategies. Adopters held widely divergent perceptions eff the innovatio^ 

so th&t'the task of creating awareness and gisperating ir\terest in them 

t=i ' ' ^ ' ' ' 

w§is not always the same.^ The fact that different types of decision- 

*making processes ^ere required in' ordef for users t^ adopt an innovation 

also resulted in. the use of diffeff-^nt diffusion strategies. Finally, the 

' model to which the change lagents subscribed ^influenced the' amount and type 

'of diffusion efforts in which they engaged. 

Thus it is little wonder that no single "best"'' solution was foijnd 

to the diffusion dilemma. ^ ^ 

Choosir^-a Diffusion Strategy V 

The approaches describe'd in the paper being presented here today are 
'some indication .of the variety of approaches which ^an he employed in 



bringing' about change. Each represents a strategy with specific advan- 
tages and dis^vantages depending upon the situatidn involved. 'Perhaps 
this can best^be illustrated bj^an- attempt on ray part to categorize those 
change efforts. 

The Comparing Forlitical E^Cperiences Diffusion Conferences are an 
excell^ht ^^xample of the Research, Development, and Diffusion model in \ 



.operation/ The if.^ D & D mcdel represents ah engineering approax;h to 

,educatioiral change'. Developers 'working in enriched settings' draw -upon 

'research findings "to develop products designed to solve operational , 

problems. In i;he R, D &- D model,. roles are often specialized, i.e., 

developers design and test innovations while diffusj.on specialists ^ 

' ' • *' ' • - . * - 

demonstrate and disseminate " the innovation. ■> * 

As described earl;Ler in this ,paper, the National Science Foiindation 

and the^U. S.,^OffiGe of Education have both invested substantial amounts 

in the R, D & D model. SToimner institutes and 3*egional dif^sion confer- 

' . ' \ ' • 

ences, *such as the CFE "series, were designed to create a^/areness of 

innovations, in such a manner that ^potential adoptprf^ would give them a 

trial. In addition, the ERIC Cleai^inghouses- and the regional labora- 

*, » ' - 

tories. for ^educational research and development were created to fill out' 

o^her .parts of the model. There 'is /no" quest io?^ that thousands of adopters 

first learned education^ innovations 'through such efforts and that 

those activities were^major factors' in the ^ven^ual ad(:jption ^of products 

'develojped by the R, JpjBc^D projeqts. / 

'-"RV-D & D *dif fusion projects share numerous advantages; they tend to 

be well fiiianoed,, they 'are oonducted by professionals who have very clear 

goals and^who know their prpciucts, and they' are typically materials based.- 

But^ 9uch activities are not without their problems* ^ Potential ^opters 

• ' , . • " * ' ■ ^, 

sometimes view diffueers ajs salespersons for a specific innovation, persons 

' •» - * ' . > 

• - » *. - 

'♦'trying to^'/seli" ^ innovation even if it does hot* fit t5;ie client's needs. 



Because the/ innovations themselves are usually developed in an enriched ^ 
setting away- from the- schools, they frequently sqffer from th6 "not 
made here, won't work wit]| our -kids" image. Some potential usei'iS' are 
insulted by developers who ''tell theai what to do" through .the use of 
highly specific teachers guides, etc. - , - ^ . 

Because of the MACOS controversy,' government efforts in ihe diffusion' ^ 
arena will be changing.' ' But "^the.- fact ren\airis that" fprmalized diffusion 
activities across the ^pedtrum from the ERIC ClQ^aringhouses to. the National ? 
Diffusion Network wiir continue to be an effective means 'of letting users 
know, what is available-. ^ . ^ ' I. ' ^ 

Unlike the highly formalized R, D & D model, the Social Interaction 

model (S-l) places the emphasis upon the informal social networks through 

which information flows. Opinion leaders are key -actors t'he S-I ^model'. 

Because of their credibility among other members of the reference group the 

actions of opinion leaders serve as powerful signals about what innovations are 

worthy of adopMon. State'social studies cotincils are . of terf good examines 

of social interaction at work. Their members are typically highly regarded 

opinion leader^. When they speak, explicitly or implicitly, others' lis ten! . 

Council networks have the added -advantage* of terminating in face-to-face 

•i > • 

contacts at the local level, the point at which credibility is so important.. ^ 

Thus it -is not uncommon for state council leaders tp 'learn of innovations 

through the ra®re formal R, D & D processes but to then' feed them into the. ' 
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more informal neljworks, of which councils are a part. Because, th6y-^e 

controlled by elected boards and draw a majority of their membership from 

• the ranks of classroom" teachers they are able to avoid the "big brother" 

image sometimes assoc<ifeted with the federally funded R, D & D efforts. * 

Due to their volunteiry nature, the. membership of st at ej councils contains 

many natural leaders of a type referred to by Rogers and Shoetnaker as\ 

8 

"early 'adopters", i.e., people who are highly respected localities. 

/ ^ ' 

Because pf^^ high degree of respect which others have for "them, early 

adopt^^S* more! than any other category, have the greatest degree of opinion 

• leadership ^in most social systems. It should be noted that similar S-I' 

v^etworks operate in other organizations such as those to which curriculum 

supervisors, principals and superintendehts belong. As Carlson^s research 

YiBB demonstrated, ^these networks can also be important factors in the 

change process. ^ But regardless of the network involved reference groups 

and opinion leaders play an important role in the diffusion of educational 

innovations. , ■ ♦ 

Perhaps the single greatest weakness of S-I type activities i^ their 

hefvy reliance on informal or natural diffusion. Convention programs 

and newsletters are often greatly influenced by^the. interests of kejr 

persons in the^ orgafiization. This jAhaps also aecounts for the tendency 

' for such organizations to moVe on tb other topics once they have "dx)ne" 

something. The pressure to be; "on the cutting edge" dealing with^ "current 

topics" often results in a parade of innovations dealing with things like 
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w ethnic education, moral education, career education, global education, 
'etc# In short, once a topic or innovation has been, dealt with it is. on 
its own to work its way through the network. Everi'so, S-I networks are 
an important component of the overall diffusion process and help explain 
how some^ change occurs •'^^ 

The **bpttom-up" approach described in Charles Meyers' paper ia 
perhaps our best example of the Problem Solver (P-S) model in operation." 
Here the^]M>i«ary focus is upon user needs, needs which are served by an 
outside consultant. The diagnosis of client needs is an importajit 
component of the relationship as is the non-directive stance of • the - ^ 
consultant^ much in the tradition of C^l Rogers, The strengtl3||pf such 
. an approach to change stems from the fact that change directly aimed 
at the users' felt needs is likely tb be more long-lasting than change 
based upon high powered diffusion efforts or change designed to keep- 
up with the inf luencikls in the network. The client-centered focus of 
the P^ model also typically, results in a high degree of local commitment 
to the change effort, a feeling that "our" solution to the problem, 

both factors which help to insure the staying power of the innovaticp.* 

The federally funded teacher centers will apparently be based, 
implicitly at least, upon a P-S model since the emphasis will be almost 
entirely on locally identified needs. In some respects they will act as 
"consult ^ts"' to their client school system and yet some will no doubt 
employ the periodic services of outside consultants. If - the hearings held 
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by U.S.O.E/'axe any indication muc^i effort will be devoted to the local 
development of 'innovations and it remains to. De-^seen just how much sharing 
occurs between centers , * \ 

^ If the P-S model ha^ a 'weakness it is in its almost exclusive focus 
upon user needs and the local development o£ solutions. In the first 
instance the "felt" needs^are not always the "real" needfe and it takes a' . 
skillful consultant to help make that transition from one to the other in 
a non-directive .and non -threatening way. In the second instance locally 
♦developed innovations are often nothing but poorly xione cut-and-paste'^ 
jobs, poor duplicates of the field tested products of the R,, t) & D centers* 
Perhdps that .accoulhts for the. apparent declining interest in the Problem . 
Solver model and the increasing interest in the next moHeST^o be discussed. 

It would be difficult tb imagine a better example of a Linkage 
Process Model than that provided by the Social Science Education, Consortium. 
Appropriately enough the SSEC newsletter is even titled, "The Link". Ronald 
Havelock is one of the primary developers of this mod^l which emphasizes 
the process whereby users interact with resource systems. As the^ame 
implies, the model focuses upon the nature of the -linkage between the two 
systems^ 

Unlike the often perceived one* -way flow in the R, D & D model the 

' c 

linkage model is characterized by a two-way flow of information. As 
messages flow from the resource system to users the linkage agent translates 
them into the most usable form- When the flow is reversed the language 
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changes througlr-tlje trape^lat ion task does not* • Regarclless of the direction 
of flow the linkage agent attempts to pj^otect Ijhe integri^ty of both systems. 

The activities of the SSEC place it squarely between user and resource • 
systems* Numerous SSEC publications like The Data Book ^ the Curricuium ^ 
Materials Analysis System ^ specialized bibliographies^ and cliauge manuals 
are designed with^user systems in mind* So also are the workshops and 
consulting services offered by the organization* Pacing the other direction 
SSEC interacts with resea;rchers and developers^ both components of the 
resource-' system. ^SSEC membership includes persons ft:om both systems, and 
the staff seems to have credibilitywith both groups. 

The stength of the linkage approach is also its major weakness 

Because linkers are very responsive to both client groups (users "and 

resource systems) they are often highly effective. In *some .respects the 
*. - ' • . * ' ^ ' 

Linkage Process model ^takes a broader view than the otlier models . Because 

linkers are not tied to specific innovations they are fyee to range across 

the spectrum of available options,, s, luxury not always enjoyed by difflis«rs 

in the D & D model* While the Linkage model assumes a network it does 

not !rely upon it as. the S-I model does*. Finally the Linkage Process model 

does not concentrate solely upon the user, as is the case in the Problem 

Solver mode^,, and is more concerned with promoting reciprocal 'feedback 

between users and the resoin^ce* systems. On the other hand, - linkers atten4 

to all the components of the broader system, i.e., developers*, networks, , 

and users, and therein lies the streiigth of the^ Linkage Process model. 
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But as ijidicated earlier, this compre^aens'iveness is also the greatest 
weakness X)f the model. 

It almost goes without saying ^hat 'the kejr to ,'ehe , Linkage Prpcess 
model is the linlwige agent. Becaiase such persons stand between two 
subh distinct systems they sometimes find themselves needed by both but 
accepted by neither, a situation which Havelock has termed "marginality"."'*"^ 
It is difficult f ipd dt train perople who* can speak the languages of 
both client systems, who can deal with a rapidly growing number of cciraplex 
educational innovations, wl^o have a wide ^ range- of group process skills. 
In short, linkage agents are. diff icvilt to train as well as sust^ain- Even 



SSEC^finds the linkage rolfe an almost impossible one'to fundb especially 
'on a pay-as-you-go basis. . * ' , 

So Where Does That Leave ^Us? ^ - ; ^ . 

' ^ The papers presented here today represent quite (iifferent approacjies 
to the diffusion of educational innovations. In their" own ri^|p' 
works., .A^o which i.s W)st effective tl:\e only answer can be, it -dBpei^ds ! " 
As inditi^-ted earlier, when selecting a diffusion strategy one mus-^^itaHe 
into account ^he nature of tiie innovation, .the^percept ions people "haye. of 
it', Jiow decisions to adopt it will be mad^, seftd ,wh^. assumptions are made 
sbmt how change occui^s^ In the long run it seems -to me that some form 
of the Linkage Prc^cess approach is likely to prov^ the most adapt^le to . 
a vide range of situation*. The federal government now appears willing to 



support an educational equivalent to the county agricijltural agent, a^ 

role that ha;5 enjoyed remarkable staying power and versatility. This 

is ^ot to say that .R, D & D efforts will cease, th&t informal networks 

will'dis^ppeaq, or that ^dividual process 'consultants will fi^nd.no 
' . % . • • • ' ^ * . . s 

clients . Bulf, one can predict that the educatioiial scene wiil become 

* . , .* '» * - " 

increasingly complex making it more and- more difficult for educatprs 

at the local level to keep-up with their option's or to make informal 

choices from amon^^hem. Meanwhile, the R&D efforts of the/ federal 

government, foundati'ons and universities are not' about to go out ^f 

business. In short, "go-betweens" will be needed, 'The problems of ^ 

training and supporting such persons present us with some* interesting 

oppor^tinities, noV to mention an interesting diffusiouK^roblem in its 

own /ight. 
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